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1. The request filed on July 12, 2005 for a Request for Continued Examination (RCE) is 
acceptable and a RCE has been established. An action on the RCE follows. 

2. Applicants' arguments from the amendment filed July 12, 2005 have been noted and 
considered, but are deemed moot in view of the following grounds of rejections. 

3. Upon further review and consideration, the following grounds of rejection are deemed 
proper. The Examiner apologizes for any inconvenience that this may have caused for the 
applicants. 

4. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

5. Claims 10-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with 
which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claims 10 and 16, respectively recite a single means claim, and a single means claim 
which covers every conceivable means for achieving the stated purpose was held nonenabling 
for the scope of the claim because the specification disclosed at most only those means known to 
the inventor (see in re Hyatt, 708 F.2d 712, 714-715, 218 USPQ 195, 197 (Fed. Cir. 1983), and 
MPEP 2164.08(a)). Though claim 10 recites a decoder and a processor, the decoder is nothing 
else or nothing more than the processor (i.e., the decoder and processor are the same and thus 
considered a single means claim). Similarly, claim 16 recites an encoder and a processor, but the 
encoder is nothing else or nothing more than the processor (i.e., the encoder and the processor 
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are the same and thus considered a single means claim). Since dependent claims 11-15 and 17- 
23 depend directly or indirectly from respective independent claims 10 and 16, claims 10-23 as a 
whole are therefore rejected for the same reasons as set forth in the above. 

6. Claims 16-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

For examples: 

(1) claim 16, lines 7-8, the phrase "should be" does not show positive recitation and as 
such renders the claim vague and indefinite; 

(2) claim 17, lines 1-2, claim 18, line 3, claim 19, lines 2-3, claim 20, lines 2-3, "the local 
motion estimation parameters" shows no clear antecedent basis, respectively; and 

(3) claim 24, lines 1-2, "the local motion parameters" shows no clear antecedent basis. 

7. 35 U.S.C 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed invention is directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. 

Claim 7 calls for a method for coding or decoding an image as recited in the preamble, 
but the body of the claim recites a plurality of steps pertaining to the manipulation of data 
without a practical application and as such does not fall within the statutory classes set forth in 
35 U.S.C. 101. 
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9. The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude 1 ' granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. See In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In re LongU 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 
F.2d 937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 
1970); and In re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) may be used to 
overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent is shown to be commonly owned with this 
application. See 37 CFR 1.130(b). 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must fully comply with 37 
CFR 3.73(b). 

10. Claim 3 is provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-3 and 10 of copending Application 
No. 10/094,043. Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably 
distinct from each other because application claim 3 is broader than claims 1-3 and 10 of ' 043. 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

12. Claims 10 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki 
of record (6,256,343). 

Suzuki discloses a method and apparatus for image coding as shown in Figures 1 , 2, and 
4-6, and the substantially the same encoding image frames wherein a common set of global 
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motion estimation parameters are included in the encoded image frames for identified 
macroblocks (i.e., as provided by 30-1, 30-2 of Figure 6, see column 5, lines 13-27, column 10, 
lines 14-3 1) and no local motion vectors are included in the encoded image frames for the 
identified macroblocks (i.e., global motion vector mv2 of Figures 4 and 6 as provided to the 
coder 8 of Figure 4, represents the respective encoded image frame for the identified 
macroblocks, see column 9, lines 47-49, column 10, lines 14-31), deriving local motion vectors 
for the identified individual macroblocks from the global motion estimation parameters 
independently of types of local motion vectors or global motion vectors used for other adjacent 
macroblocks in the encoded image frames (i.e., the local motion vector derived at the output of 
30-3 of Figure 6 for each individual macroblock from the global motion estimation parameters 
input to 30-3 from global motion compensation device 30-2, and since a local motion vector is 
derived for each respective macroblock, the local motion vectors for the identified individual 
macroblocks from the global motion estimation parameters are derived independently of types of 
local motion vectors or global motion vectors used for other adjacent macroblocks in the 
encoded image frames, see column 10, lines 14-67), using the derived local motion vectors to 
identify reference blocks in a current reference frame, and then using the reference blocks to 
reconstruct the identified macroblocks in a current frame (see column 3, lines 21-28, column 10, 
lines 14-67), using the local motion vectors to identify different reference subblocks in the 
current reference frame and then using the identified reference subblocks to reconstruct the 
subblocks in the current frame (see column 1, lines 40-49, column 3, lines 21-28, column 5, lines 
13-27, column 10, lines 14-67). 
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Suzuki does not particularly disclose, though a decoder comprising a processor for 
receiving encoded image frames and the associated decoding processings, and wherein the 
processor uses the global motion estimation parameters to generate local motion vectors for 
different subblocks, as claimed in claims 10 and 1 5. It is to be noted that it is considered 
obvious to produce a complementary decoder and all the decoder specific functions to an already 
known encoder with the encoding specific functions. With this in mind, it is therefore 
considered obvious to provide the complementary decoder with the specific decoding functions 
such as processor for receiving encoded image frames and the generation of local motion vectors 
using global motion estimation parameters for the different subblocks as claimed in view of the 
already known encoder as shown in Figures 4 and 6 of Suzuki with specific complementary 
encoding functions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, 
having the Suzuki reference in front of him/her and the general knowledge of encoders and 
decoders, would have had no difficulty having known the encoder as shown in Figures 4 and 6 of 
Suzuki to provide the complementary decoder with the specific decoding functions as claimed 
for the same well known decoding of video data for viewing purposes as claimed. 
13. Claims 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Suzuki as 
applied to claims 10 and 15 in the above paragraph (12), and further in view of Suzuki et al of 
record (6,205,178). 

Suzuki discloses substantially the same method for coding or decoding an image, and 
encoder as above, further including indicating when the macroblocks are a direct copy of the 
reference blocks (i.e., in the INTRA frame coding mode, identified reference blocks are directly 
copied into the macroblocks, see 3-1, 3-2, 3-3 of Figure 4, column 5, lines 13-55) and indicating 
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when residuals are added to the reference blocks to reconstruct the macroblocks (i.e., in the 
INTER or INTER4V mode, interframe coding provides the adding of encoded residuals to the 
identified reference blocks, see 3-1, 3-2, 3-3, column 5, lines 13-55). 

Suzuki does not particularly disclose, though, the followings wherein the processor 
within a decoder detects code words included along with the encoded image frames that identify 
global motion vector coded macroblocks that do not have associated local motion vectors in the 
encode image frames, wherein the code words indicate when the macroblocks are a direct copy 
of the reference blocks, and wherein the code words indicate when residuals are added to the 
reference blocks to reconstruct the macroblocks as claimed in claims 12-14. However, Suzuki et 
al discloses a video coder as shown in Figures 6, 7A, and 7B, and teaches the conventional use of 
codewords generated to identify macroblocks that derive the global motion parameter and local 
motion estimation parameter processings (see Figures 7A and 7B). In addition, since the 
codewords as generated from the encoder is already known, it is considered obvious that the 
complementary decoder as provided by one skilled in the art would certainly have the capability 
to detect the code words, wherein the code words indicate when the macroblocks are a direct 
copy of the reference blocks, and wherein the code words indicate when residuals are added to 
the reference blocks to reconstruct the macroblocks as claimed. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, having the Suzuki and Suzuki et al references in front 
of him/her and the general knowledge of codeword data within MPEG headers, would have had 
no difficulty in providing the codewords for identifying the macroblocks that derive the global 
motion parameter as taught by Suzuki et al for the encoder of Figure 4 of Suzuki as well as the 
complementary decoder with the capability to detect the code words wherein the code words 
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indicate when the macroblocks are a direct copy of the reference blocks, and wherein the code 
words indicate when residuals are added to the reference blocks to reconstruct the macroblocks 
for Suzuki in view of the already known encoder header data of Suzuki et al for the same well 
known compliance to the MPEG encoding and decoding processing of macroblocks with the use 
of header data purposes as claimed. 

14. Claims 1, 2, 4-6, 8, and 9 are allowed. 

15. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Lee whose telephone number is (571) 272-7333. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Friday from 8:00 a.m. to 5:30 p.m, with 
alternate Fridays off 




Richard Lee/rl 




9/9/05 



